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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 February 2005 . 
2a)[3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-8, 13-20 and 23 are presented for examination. Claims 9-12 and 21-22 are 
canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

a. The following terms lack proper antecedence basis: 

i. Claim 1, line 13 and line 20 - a job ticket reference (job ticket reference 
was already introduced in previous lines; If this is a different job ticket 
reference, please amend to particularly point out the difference); 

ii. Claim 6, lines 2 - a job ticket reference (job ticket reference was already 
introduced in claim 1; If this is a different job ticket reference, please 
amend to particularly point out the difference); 

iii. Claim 7,. line. 2 - an original job ticket (original job ticket was already 
introduced in claim 1 ; If this is a different original job ticket, please amend 
to particularly point out the difference); 

iv. Claim 8, line 1 - a work flow controller (a work flow controller was 
introduced in claim 1. This is clearly another work flow controller); 
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v. Claim 13, line 6 - a job ticket (a job ticket was already introduced in 
previous lines; If this is a different job ticket reference, please amend to 
particularly point out the difference); 

vi. Claim 13, lines 9 - a job ticket reference (job ticket reference was already 
introduced in previous lines; If this is a different job ticket reference, 
please amend to particularly point out the difference); 

vii. Claim 23, line 8 - the job ticket service (job ticket service was never 
introduced). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 13-14 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lynch et al (hereinafter Lynch), US 6,581,097, in view of Armstrong, US 2002/0078083. 

6. Lynch was cited in the previous office action. 

7. As per claim 1, Lynch taught the invention substantially as claimed including an 
apparatus that controls tasks in a multi-tasking computer network, comprising: 
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a. A job ticket service, being configured to: 

i. Function as a centralized service for controlling access to original job 
tickets where a job ticket is configured to define a job including one or 
more tasks to be performed and includes a job ticket reference (col. 2, lines 
56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58, col.6, lines 15- 
19, col.7, lines 18-19); 

ii. Receiving status updates from task processors that are responsible for 
performing a task from an original job ticket where the task is associated 
to a job ticket reference (col.4, lines 64-67, col. 5, line 1, lines 22-29, col.7, 
lines 47-53); and 

iii. Update the original job ticket associated with the job ticket reference 
based on the status update, such that the job ticket service controls 
modification of the original job ticket (col.4, lines 64-67, col. 5, lines 1-6, 
22-29, col.7, lines 47-60); and 

8. Lynch did not specifically teach a work flow controller configured to separately assign 
the one or more tasks from a single original job ticket to selected task processors by distributing 
a ticket copy of the single original job ticket and distributing a job ticket reference to each task 
processor that identifies the single original job ticket and the job ticket service, where the 
selected task processors can include an external service provider. Armstrong taught a work flow 
controller configured to separately assign the one or more tasks from a single original job ticket 
to selected task processors by distributing a ticket copy of the single original job ticket and 
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distributing a job ticket reference to each task processor that identifies the single original job 
ticket and the job ticket service, where the selected task processors can include an external 
service provider (pp. 0006, 0014, 0016-0021, 0025-0027). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Lynch 
and Armstrong because Armstrong's teaching of a work flow controller to distribute job ticket 
reference to task processor enables Lynch' s apparatus to distribute the jobs to various task 
processors for processing including available processors. 

9. As per claims 13 and 23, Lynch taught the invention substantially as claimed including a 
method for controlling tasks in a multi-tasking network, comprising: 

a. Receiving a job ticket at a job ticket service (col.2, lines 56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 
39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58); 

b. Creating a reference to the job ticket service (col.2, lines 56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 
39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58); 

c. Storing the job ticket reference (col.4, lines 38-44); 

d. Controlling access to original job tickets by the job ticket service where a job 
ticket is configured to define a job including one or more tasks to be performed 
(col.2, lines 56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58, col.6, lines 
15-19, col.7, lines 18-19); 

e. Receiving status updates from the selected processors relating to an assigned task 
that are identified by the job ticket reference (col.4, lines 64-67, col.5, line 1, lines 
22-29, col.7, lines 47-53); and 
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f Updating the original job ticket associated with the job ticket reference based on 
the status update, such that the job ticket service controls modification of the 
original job ticket (col.4, lines 64-67, col.5, lines 1-6, 22-29, col.7, lines 47-60). 

10. Lynch did not specifically teach to assign the one or more tasks from a single original job 
ticket to selected task processors by distributing a ticket copy of the single original job ticket and 
distributing a job ticket reference to each task processor that identifies the single original job 
ticket and the job ticket service, where the selected task processors can include an external 
service provider. Armstrong taught to assign the one or more tasks from a single original job 
ticket to selected task processors by distributing a ticket copy of the single original job ticket and 
distributing a job ticket reference to each task processor that identifies the single original job 
ticket and the job ticket service, where the selected task processors can include an external 
service provider (pp. 0006, 0014, 0016-0021, 0025-0027). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Lynch 
and Armstrong because Armstrong's teaching of distributing job ticket reference to task 
processor enables Lynch's method to distribute the jobs to various task processors for processing 
including available processors. 

11. As per claim 2, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 . Lynch further taught the apparatus to comprise: a job ticket storage for maintaining the 
original job tickets (col.4, lines 38-44). 
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12. As per claim 3, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 2. Lynch further taught that the job ticket service is configured to allow the selected task 
processors to access the original job tickets using the job ticket reference (col. 2, lines 56-67, 
col.3, lines 1-18, 39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58, col.6, lines 15-19, col.7, lines 18-19). 

13. As per claim 14, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13. Lynch further taught to comprise: providing the job ticket reference to a processor in 
the network (col.2, lines 56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58, col.6, lines 15- 
19, col.7, lines 18-19); and providing the processor with access to the job ticket based on the job 
ticket reference (col.2, lines 56-67, col.3, lines 1-18, 39-44, col.4, lines 38-46, 53-58, col.6, lines 
15-19, col.7, lines 18-19). 

14. Claims 4, 6-7 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lynch and Armstrong as applied to claims 1-3 and 13-14 above, and further in view of Kovnat et 
al (Hereinafter Kovnat), US 5,619,649. 

15. Kovnat was cited in the previous office action. 

16. As per claim 4, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 . Lynch and Armstrong did not specifically teach that the job ticket service is configured 
to limit access to the original job ticket by a selected task processor to a portion of the original 
job ticket and prohibits access to other portions of the original job ticket. Kovnat taught that the 
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job ticket service limits access to the job ticket to a portion of the job ticket (col. 16, lines 47-55). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine the teachings of Lynch, Armstrong and Kovnat because Kovnat 1 s teaching of 
limiting access to portion of the original job ticket enforce Lynch and Armstrong's apparatus to 
provide a secure and managed processing method for processing the tasks. 

17. As per claim 6, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1. Kovnat taught that a job ticket reference is configured to be passed between multiple 
task processors to allow access to at least a portion of a corresponding original job ticket (fig. 1, 

18, 20, fig.15, 400, 402, 404; col.16, lines 45-55, 65-66; from 404 to 400). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teaching of Lynch, Armstrong and Kovnat because Kovnat's teaching of passing job ticket 
reference between multiple task processors enables Lynch and Armstrong's apparatus to allow 
multiple task processors to process the tasks of the original job ticket. 

18. As per claim 7, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1. Kovnat taught to comprise a job store that stores job content (fig.15, 417; col. 15, lines 
44-49), and wherein an original job ticket comprises: a service identification that correlates the 
original job ticket to the job ticket service (col. 9, lines 22-26); a job identification that correlates 
the original job ticket to the job content (col.16, lines 9-15, 31-54); and a control module that 
includes parameters that define processes required to complete a task (col.16, lines 55-67, col. 17, 
lines 1-4, 12-13). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to combine the teaching of Lynch, Armstrong and Kovnat because Kovnat' s 
teaching of using service identification enables Lynch and Armstrong's apparatus to pinpoint a 
particular service of a particular job. 



19, As per claim 15, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 14. Kovnat taught that access to the job ticket is limited to a portion of the job ticket 
(col. 16, lines 47-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Lynch, Armstrong and Kovnat because 
Kovnat 5 s teaching of limiting access to portion of the original job ticket enforce Lynch and 
Armstrong's method to provide a secure and managed processing method for processing the 
tasks. 

20. As per claim 16, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13. Kovnat taught to comprise: receiving a job content corresponding to the job ticket 
(col.5, lines 14-16, col. 17, lines 5-10); storing the job content in the network (col. 10, lines 17-18, 
col. 17, lines 5-10); and providing the processor access to the job content (col. 16, lines 63-66, 
col. 17, lines 3-17). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Lynch, Armstrong and Kovnat because Kovnat' s 
teaching of using service identification enables Lynch and Armstrong's method to pinpoint a 
particular service of a particular job. 
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103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch and 
14 above, and further in view of Thornton et al 

22. As per claim 5, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1. Lynch and Armstrong did not specifically taught that the job ticket service assigns the 
one or more tasks from the single original job ticket based on bids received form one or more 
task processors. Thornton taught to assign tasks based on bids received from the task processors 
(pp. 0062, 0064). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Lynch, Armstrong and Thornton because 
Thornton's teaching of bidding for the tasks enables Lynch and Armstrong's apparatus to 
selected a better and lower cost service. 

23. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch and 
Armstrong as applied to claims 1-3 and 13-14 above, and further in view of Morales, Jr. et al 
(Morales), US 6,687,834. 

24. Morales was cited in the previous office action. 

25. As per claim 8, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 . Lynch and Armstrong did not specifically teach to comprise a work flow controller that 
coordinates completion of the original job tickets among one or more of the task processors that 
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21. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
Armstrong as applied to claims 1-3 and 13- 
(hereinafter Thornton), US 2002/0078130. 
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can communicate with the work flow controller over a network communication. Morales taught 
to include a work flow manager in managing the processes wherein when a process is completed, 
a report is being send to present the process result (col. 3, lines 13-16). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
teachings of Lynch, Armstrong and Morales because Morales' teaching of having a work flow 
manager generating a report to inform the result of the process enables the users of Lynch and 
Armstrong's apparatus to know when the process of the job is completed. 

26. Claims 17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch 
and Armstrong as applied to claims 1-3 and 13-14 above, and further in view of Ferlitsch et al 
(Ferlitsch), US 2002/01 13989. 

27. Ferlitsch was cited in the previous office action. 

28. As per claim 17, Lynch and Armstrong taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 13. Lynch and Armstrong did not specifically teach the further comprised limitations 
claimed in claim 17. Ferlitsch taught a method for controlling task to assign job tasks assigned 
according to processor capacity, availability, speed or other attributes (pp. 0039, 0057) and select 
one or more of the plurality of processors to process the job ticket (pp. 0039, 0057). It is obvious 
that the capability and availability information of each of the plurality of processors must first be 
obtained (e.g., received) in order to determine the assignment of processors in processing the 
jobs. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to combine the teachings of Lynch and Armstrong and Ferlitsch because Ferlitsch's 

teaching of assigning tasks according to the processor's ability enables Lynch and Armstrong's 
method to speed up task processing by distributing the tasks to suitable processors (pp. 0038- 
0039). 

29. As per claim 20, Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 17. Armstrong further taught that the selecting step is completed by an entity 
submitting the job ticket into the network (pp. 0005-0006, 0019). 

30. Claims 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch, 
Armstrong and Ferlitsch as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Morales, Jr. et al 
(Morales), US 6,687,834. 

31. As per claim 1 8, Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 17. Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch did not specifically teach to comprise, 
when each processor of the selected one or more processors completes a process, receiving an 
update to information in the job ticket. Morales taught to include a work flow manager in 
managing the processes wherein when a process is completed, a report is being send to present 
the process result (col. 3, lines 13-16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Lynch, Armstrong, Ferlitsch 
and Morales because Morales' teaching of using a report to inform the result of the process 
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enables the users of Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch's method to know when the process of the 
job is completed. 

32. As per claim 19, Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 17. Lynch, Armstrong and Ferlitsch did not specifically teach that the selecting 
step is completed by a work flow controller in the network. Morales taught a work flower 
manager to manage the processes and select processor for processing (col. 3, lines 13-15). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Lynch, Armstrong, Ferlitsch and Morales because Morales' teaching of 
using a work flow manager in managing the selection of processors enables Lynch, Armstrong 
and Ferlitsch's method to select processors for processing when the processors are available. 

Response to Arguments 

33. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-8, 13-20 and 23 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

34. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Dai-Santo et al, US 6,782,535. 
Lynch et al, US 6,657,744. 
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35. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

36. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenny Lin whose telephone number is (571) 272-3968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM to 5 PM Tue.-Fri. and every other Monday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



ksl 

May 2, 2005 




